differences between such "technical terms" and everyday vocabulary. However, this general definition is modified to explain what should presently be understood under "medical Latin". Even if there are cultural and social differences between ancient and modem medical languages, "medical Latin" will be a term used to denote a "Fachsprache", i.e., a variety of language used by those with a special medical knowledge. This first chapter ends with an introduction to the above-mentioned four authors, including a summary of the works studied. After this extensive account, a much shorter catalogue of other medical texts is included.
The The conclusion is one and a half pages, and Salazar excuses this because of the book's "multi-disciplinary approach", for it is "obviously impossible to provide an overall conclusion other than stating that the topic of wound treatment in antiquity is of far greater interest than most scholars assume" (p. 248). This is fudging.
Eight figures are included. Figure 5 , showing Roman surgical instruments, is not provided with a scale. And two illustrations from plaster-casts of Graeco-Roman gems are very similar (figures 6 and 7a show essentially the same treatment given to a thigh injury). On page 49, Celsus's description of the Diocleus cyanthiscus, the "spoon of Diocles", a remarkable and impractical device for large arrowhead extraction, is summarized. But the citation is given on page 102. In the index locorum, Galen is cited both by work but also without indication of the work. NonGalenists (and Galenists, for that matter) have to hunt the text in question. And why is it still felt necessary to transliterate Greek? Thus, "probing" is rendered '4' pr il,tmel6sis" (p. 48), which cannot help the Greekless reader. There is also no excuse nowadays to refer to pseudo-Galenic 
